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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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Attach ment(s) 

1) ^| Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date 11/26/07. 03/31/2008 . 6) □ Other: . 



PTOL-T26 d (Rev e 08-06r 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20080417 



Application/Control Number: 10/521,687 
Art Unit: 3644 



Page 2 



DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making and 
using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable am person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or 
with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by 
the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim (s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Even though Applicant states "the tachometer/ position sensor may 
simply be a tachometer or a position sensor," Applicant has not disclosed a position sensor 
alone. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1 and 33 - 35 recite the limitation "said tachometer/ position sensor" in line 
1 1 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this tide, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 33 - 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Macgregor (US 3,674,049) in view of Coutant et al (US 5,561,979), 
Wannasuphoprasit et al (US 6,241,462). 

Macgregor '049 discloses a refueling system comprising a hose reel (6), said hose 
having an outiet end and a drogue (20) affixed to said oudet end (See Fig. 1), and a hose reel 
drive system comprising a hydraulic motor (fueldraulic motor 22) having an electric 
controller, control valve (16) and having an output shaft (See Fig. 2) connected to said reel. 

Macgregor '049 discloses a fixed displacement hydraulic motor as opposed to a 
variable displacement hydraulic motor. However, Coutant et al discloses a control 
arrangement for a hydrostatic system having a variable displacement hydraulic motor (Col. 1; 
Lines 5-10). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to substitute the fixed displacement hydraulic motor with the 
variable displacement hydraulic motor as taught by Coutant et al '979 for the well-known 
advantage of versatility and motor efficiency with respect to torque vs. speed. It is well 
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known in the art that variable displacement hydraulic motors will operate at high efficiency 
for all load conditions while the hydraulic flow requirements can be significantly reduced. 

Macgregor '049 as modified by Coutant et al '979 discloses a microprocessor (Col. 1; 
Lines 59 - 64 of Coutant et al) connected to a control valve. 

Although Macgregor as modified by Coutant et al '979 fails to disclose the motor 
using a electro-hydraulic (EH) control valve, Examiner takes Official Notice that EH valves 
are very well known in the art and it would be within the skill of one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use an EH control valve for the well known 
advantage of reliability and a further refined control system in comparison to a mechanical 
servo mechanism. 

Macgregor '049 fails to disclose a position sensor being positioned to detect the 
movement of the hose. However, Examiner takes Official Notice that the use of position 
sensors is well known and it would have been well within the knowledge of one having 
ordinary skill in the art to use a position sensor to detect the movement of the hose for the 
well known advantage of accuracy. 

Macgregor '049 fails to disclose a torque sensor measuring the torque imposed on the 
reel. However, Wannasuphoprasit et al '462 discloses the use of a reel torque sensor on a 
suspended cable (Col. 15; lines 17 - 44). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the torque sensor taught by 
Wannasuphoprasit et al '462 to measure the torque of the reel in Macgregor '049 for the well 
known advantage of preventing overload on the reel. 
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Although Macgregor '049 as modified with the microprocessor of Coutant et al '979 
fails to disclose the microprocessor being electronically connected to said electro-hydraulic 
control valve, said reaction torque sensor and said tachometer/ position sensor, however, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include an electronic connection between the microprocessor and the EH control 
valve, torque sensor and position sensor, in order to accurately and efficiently operate the 
refueling system. 

With regard to claims 33 - 35: 

Given the structure provided by the combination provided in the discussion of claim 
1 above, the functions recited in claims 33 to 35 would be capable of being performed using 
the aerial refueling system discussed above. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 2/8/2008, with respect to the rejection(s) 
of claim (s) 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Coutant et al '979. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VALENTINA XAVIER whose telephone number is 
(571)272-9853. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Mansen can be reached on (571)272-6608. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Valentina Xavier /Michael R Mansen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 3644 

VX 



